
of making ends meet a sort of game that everybody enjoyed.
Would they meet or would they not meet? was always very
much of a question. Some commodities, such as sugar and
flour, were actually cheaper in 1899 than in 1889, and even

up to 1909 there was not such a tremendous increase; the
greatest came during the past ten, and more especially dur¬
ing the past four years. Table 1 well illustrates this.

TABLE 1.—A COMPARISON OF PRICES OF STAPLE COMMOD¬
ITIES DURING A THIRTY YEAR PERIOD (1889-1919)

Butter, Lard, Milk, Sugar, Flour, Potatoes, Coal,
per Lb. per Lb. per Qt. per Lb. per Bbl. per Bushel per

Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Ton
1889.. $0.34 $0.26 ifO.10 $0.09 $0.05 $0.05 $0.07 $0.07 $7.50 $6.50 $0.80 $0.80 $6.00
1899.. 0.34 0.25 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.0Ô 0.05 5.00 4.50 1.00 0.75 6.75
1909.. 0.34 0.26 0.16 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 7.00 6.25 1.20 0.75 7.50
1919.. 0.80 0.58 0.43 0.32 0.15 0.15 0.11 0.10 14.00 13.00 4.00 1.00 12.65

Eggs have changed more than any other commodity. In
1897 the highest and lowest prices were 36 and IS cents a

dozen, respectively. In 1919 the maximum and minimum
were $1.20 and 40 cents. In 1894 and 1895 sugar was only
4 cents. The highest price prevailed in 1919.

It has been a very close race between the advancing prices
and the writer's slowly increasing income. However, he has
managed, with the aid of a $500 legacy, to buy a home worth
$3,000 and to save $1,600 besides. For life insurance about
$1,300 has been spent.

TABLE 2.—WAGE SCHEDULE DURING THIRTY YEAR PERIOD

Year Daily Wage
1889. $1.75
189-2. 2-30
UK. 2-50
1899. 2.75
1902. 3.00
1907. 3.25
1910. 3.75
1!)1«. 4.00
1918.··· 5.00
1919. 5.50

Since 1903 the writer has been employed as a freight con¬

ductor on a small nonunionized railway. He concludes with
the thought that while he and his family have never had
much, they have had enough.

MODERN HYGIENE
Desfosses publishes in the Presse médicale a signed

editorial with the heading, "Demagoras, hygiéniste." He
compares Iatros and Demagoras. Iatros, the physician who
has grown old helping the sick; his glory, the gratitude of a

few whom he has saved from the tomb. Every day, every
hour, he teaches practical hygiene. He is not afraid to tell
Demos that many of his ills come from from his bad habits ;
that physiologic poverty comes often from vices ; that the
best way to keep well is to be clean physically and morally ;
he tells the young men that the surest way to avoid venereal
diseases is to keep from exposing oneself to contagion ; he
hints to the workman that cirrhosis and dropsy and even

tuberculosis are picked up in the barroom (se prennent sur

le zinc), and that accidents are often the consequence of
imprudence or drunkenness. He teaches that progress in
hygiene is possible only by individual effort. General mea¬

sures are effectual only with the active collaboration of the
individual. Every man hews out his own destiny. He
preaches constantly moderation in eating and in pleasures,
and regularity in habits. But Demagoras with his new

diploma as hygienist, obtained after a few months in a

bactériologie laboratory and attending a few lectures on

hygiene, declares that the sick are the victims of Society ;
that diseases are the result of the bad organization of public
hygiene. If people are tuberculous, that is because the
declaration of tuberculosis has not been made compulsory :

how can a disease be combated if its exact prevalence is not

known? Far from exhorting Demos to lead a more hygienic
life, his axiom is that Society is to blame for everything.
If the laboring man drinks liquor, it is because he wants
to forget ; if he is lazy, it is because he does not get enough
food. The young man should be able to obey without
restraint the desires which Nature has implanted in him.
It is for the antivenereal dispensary to render Venus safe
and dry Cupid's tears. To establish once for all and abso¬
lutely school hygiene, urban hygiene, industrial hygiene, all
that is necessary is to have numerous inspectors, well paid.
Demagoras speaks with superb disdain of clinicians. He,
himself, represents Science. Medicine for the physicians;
hygiene for the hygienists. Demos can without fear seek
his pleasures; Demagoras will assure him the scientific
organization of hygiene. The people thus hear two voices
preaching to them : To keep well, develop your individual
energy, do not count on any one but yourself, says the physi¬
cian. To keep well, develop the system of public function¬
aries, count on me, clamors Demagoras. We may well
imagine how puzzling these two tendencies must prove to
laymen accustomed to guide themselves by authority, and
who under the circumstances cannot determine by themselves
which is the correct advice. It would seem, however, that
here as elsewhere, the middle of the road would be the
safest, and that both individual hygiene and public sanitation
must be observed if Society is to secure a maximum of pro¬
tection against disease.

Medicolegal

Annulment of Marriage for Concealing Tuberculosis
(Davis v. Davis (N. J.), 106 All. R. 644)

The Court of Chancery of New Jersey hold that a court
of equity has inherent jurisdiction, independent of statute,
to annul of marriage on the ground of fraud; and that the
suppression by one party of the fact that he is suffering from
a disease which renders the close intimacy of the marriage
relation dangerous, and which may result in a transmittal
of the disease to offspring, is such fraud as will warrant a
court of equity in annulling a marriage. More particularly,
the court holds that where, at the time of marriage, the
defendant husband was suffering from hereditary chronic
tuberculosis, and did not inform the petitioner of the fact
for the reason that he feared, if he did, she would not marry
him, and it appeared that if she had been so informed she
would not have, in fact, married him, there was such fraud
as would warrant the court in annulling the marriage, not¬
withstanding the fact that the parties lived together as hus¬
band and wife for a period of six months, until the discovery
by the wife of the existence of the disease, and notwithstand¬
ing the fact that there was a child born, which lived for only
four days, where it appeared that, immediately on the dis¬
covery of the existence of the disease, the petitioner ceased
cohabitation; and such being this case, a decree for the
petitioner is advised.

It is well known, says Vice Chancellor Lane in the opinion
in the case, that close contact with one suffering from tuber¬
culosis involves great danger of transmission both through
infection and through contagion. It is almost impossible to
conceive the ordinary relationship of husband and wife exist¬
ing without that danger ever present. There is always also
great danger of transmittal of the disease to offspring, and,
if the disease itself is not transmitted, there are likely to be
transmitted characteristics which predispose toward the
development of the disease. False representations with
respect to its existence go, then, to an essential of the
marriage relation. They are very different from represen¬
tations with respect to health in general. They are more
akin to representations of freedom from leprosy or diseases
of similar nature. I cannot agree that the only diseases
which affect an essential of the marriage relation are those
of a venereal nature. I can see nothing whatever in good
policy, sound morality, or the peculiar nature of the marriage
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relation which would warrant the court, after having found
the fraud, denying relief. Neither good morals nor public
policy are subserved by compelling parties to live together
as man and wife, with the ever-present danger of infection,
and beget offspring liable to be tuberculously inclined, nor
are they subserved by compelling a woman, who has married
under a misrepresentation with respect to the fact, to con¬
tinue to be bound to a man affected with tuberculosis with¬
out having the close intimacy to which she is entitled. I am
unable to conclude that there is any essential difference, so
far as the matter now under consideration is concerned,
between tuberculosis and syphilis.

While due caution may require a party to a marriage con¬
tract to make his own investigation with respect to fortune,
family and other external conditions, it seems to me to be
going too far to say that due caution requires a party to a

marriage contract to require the production of a medical
certificate, and in the case at bar a medical examination
would have been required to advise the petitioner of the
condition of the defendant. Such a rule is not applied in
the case of syphilis, nor do I think it should be in the
case of tuberculosis. The suppression by the defendant of
the fact that he was suffering from tuberculosis of the nature
that he was, for the reason that he did suppress it, was
equivalent in law to an express representation on his part
that he was free from it.

Board of Health Refusing Permit for Hospital
(People ex ret. Sprenger v. Department of Health of City of New York

(N. Y.), 123 N. E. R. 379)
The Court of Appeals of New York, in affirming an order

of the appellate division that affirmed one granting a peremp¬
tory writ of mandamus commanding the defendant to grant
the relator a permit for a private hospital for the treatment
of medical, surgical and obstetric cases, says that the head
of the department of health of the city of New York is the
board of health. The sanitary code enacted by the board
of health provides that no person shall conduct a private
hospital without a permit therefor issued by the board of
health. The regulations of the department of health pro¬
vide that the proposed site and sanitary condition of the
hospital building shall be subject to the approval of the
department of health. The charter of the city provides that
the board of health may embrace in the sanitary code all
matters and subjects to which, and so far as, the power and
authority of the department of health extends, not limiting
their application to the subject of health only.

The board has general jurisdiction over the establishment
and maintenance of hospitals, including the licensing of hos¬
pitals. On an application for a permit, it should consider
and give proper weight to all the ordinary contingencies and
circumstances appropriate to the subject which require the
exercise of discretion. The element of location may be
material. The effect of a proposed location on property
values in the neighborhood need not be wholly disregarded,
and may even become decisive in a case otherwise doubtful.
But the authority now conferred on the board does not
include, expressly or by reasonable implication, the power
to refuse a permit, as was done in this case, when all other
conditions are satisfactory and no offense to the senses is
suggested, for the exclusive reason that "considerable dam¬
age would accrue to the surrounding property if the permit
were granted." That reason considered alone came not
legally within the scope of its discretion. The property
rights of one owner may not be subordinated to the property
rights of his neighbors, except as an incident to the exercise
of authority reasonably conferred for the general welfare.
The action of the board was, as the law now exists, unauthor¬
ized, and therefore unreasonable and arbitrary ; the relator's
remedy was mandamus ; and the order appealed from should
be affirmed, with costs.

The question of legislative power wholly to exclude hos¬
pitals, such as hospitals for contagious diseases or for the
treatment of inebriates or the insane, from particular places,
such as thickly populated or fine residential districts, was
not before the court.

Inadequate Ordinance and Complaint of Board of Health
Board of Health of Ciiy of Paterson v. Clayton et al. ( . /.),

106 AU. R. 813)
The Supreme Court of New Jersey, in affirming an order

setting aside a conviction of defendant Clayton of a violation
of the health code of the city of Paterson, says that the
section of the code, or ordinance of the board of health of
the city, which he was charged with, violating, reads :

"That whatever is dangerous to human life or health,
whatever building, erection, or part or cellar thereof is not
provided with adequate means of ingress and egress or is
not sufficiently supported, ventilated, sewered, drained,
cleaned or lighted, and whatever renders the air, food or

water unwholesome, are declared to be nuisances and are
prohibited Any person violating any of the provisions of
this section shall be liable to a penalty of not less than
five dollars nor more than one hundred dollars."

The complaint charged that Clayton violated the pro¬
visions of this section in this, that he "had people con¬
gregated and invited people to congregate in his saloon,"
at a certain location, such action of his "being dangerous to
human life and health, there being an epidemic of influenza
in the city." But the court does not think that the complaint
charged any violation of the section. Passing the argument,
which had much to support it, that the ordinance was aimed
at physical conditions pertaining to inanimate objects, and
not at human conduct, and, conceding for present purposes
that the assembling of a numerous crowd in an unventilated
and confined room during an epidemic of contagious disease
was within the purview of the ordinance, as to which the
court expresses no opinion, there was yet no allegation of
any such act in the complaint. Certainly the mere inviting
people to congregate in the saloon was not dangerous to life
or health. As to the charge of "having people congregated"
in the saloon, it might have been as few as three, and there
was no proof that there were more, came together at the
instance of Clayton in a saloon, of unknown dimensions, with
unknown facilities of ventilation, on a certain date, while
influenza Was in a general way epidemic in the city. It may
be freely conceded that epidemics of contagious and infec¬
tious disease may be, and have been, so severe and dangerous
as to justify the most drastic rules against personal contact
of individuals, but there was nothing in the complaint to
show that such conditions prevailed in this case, and if they
did prevail, the ordinance was not such a rule as to meet the
emergency, and it did not support the complaint, which under
well-recognized rules must be taken at the minimum of the
facts charged.

Physicians Not Required to Report to Defendants
{Tutone v.-New York Consolidated R. Co. (N. Y.), 177 AT. Y. Supp.

8IS; Herbert v. Brooklyn Heights R. Co. ( . Y.),
177  . Y. Supp. 901)

The Kings County,  . Y., court holds in these two per¬
sonal injury cases that orders for the physical examination
of the plaintiffs by physicians were erroneous in requiring
that the reports of the physicians should be given to counsel
for the defendants. The decisions are by two different jus¬
tices. In the Herbert case, Justice May says there is noth¬
ing in the New York statutes which directs or requires a
report to be made by the examining physician. The sole
object of the statute in permitting physical examinations is
to reduce the likelihood of fraud being practiced to a mini¬
mum, by granting the right to the defendant to compel the
plaintiff merely to submit to such physical examination at
the hands of the physicians, so that testimony thereof may be
given on the trial. While it has been customary for physi¬
cians so appointed to make a report and deliver it to the
defendant, there is no authority apparently in the law there¬
for. There may be no objection, perhaps, to the disclosure
by the physician to the defendant of the results of his exami¬
nation, but the court has no power to direct him to make
such report, and therefore it follows that there can be no
direction to deliver a report to the defendant, or to file a
report in the office of the county clerk.
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